. Even David, Goldman, and Bain (1964, 339) refer to as the &dquo;rally function.&dquo; Conventions mark an important transition in campaigns and set the tone for the parties' fall campaigns (see Kessel 1988) . As Crotty and Jackson (1985) (1988, (Shafer 1988, 233 (Davis 1983, 196 (Ostrom 1978, 35-40; Wonnacott and Wonnacott 1970, 140-143 The results from the time series analyses were generally in accord with those of the simple before-and-after convention differences. The GLS regressions for the pooled series with the Democratic presidential candidate's share of the two-party trial-heats as the dependent variable 1964,1968,1976, and 1980) . The coefficient of the first-order autocorrelation used in computing &dquo;generalized differences&dquo; in the GLS estimate was .296. The first case in each year was dropped in computing the generalized differences (Wonnacott and Wonnacott 1970,142 
Convention Sequence
The initial examination of convention bumps in Table 1 suggests that convention sequence matters, that the bump from the first convention of a campaign is generally greater than from the second convention. The average first convention bump was almost twice the size of the average second convention bump. A more systematic time series analysis is presented in Table 3 . Although also finding differences between first and second conventions, the time series analysis finds these differences to be more temporary than the basic convention bumps. Table 2 for descriptions of the &dquo;bump&dquo; and &dquo;days since convention&dquo; variables. The &dquo;first bump&dquo; variables are scored like the &dquo;bump&dquo; variables but only when a party's convention is held first in a campaign. The first-convention &dquo;blip&dquo; variables are scored 1 for polls in the week following a campaign's first convention and 0 otherwise. These equations also include election dummy variables and controls for preconvention trends (for 1964,1968,1976, and 1980 Tables 2 and 3 for descriptions of the other variables. These equations also include election dummy variables and controls for preconvention trends (for 1964, 1968, 1976, and 1980 (Breglio and Harrison 1989,5) 2. As research by Southwell (1986) , Stone (1986) 
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